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To: Burdick, Melanie[Burdick.Melanie@epa.gov] 
From: Wilson, Kristina (DEQ) 
Sent: Thur 8/25/2016 9:51:12 PM 
Subject: FW: Latest : latest aerial imagery shows a clearly defined water flow not listed which is a 
source of water for wetlands, cedar swamp and what is listed a lower Boerner Creek. 

From : f:~:~:~:~:~:~:~:~:~:~~~:~I~J~~ff~~~~~IY.~:~~:f.~§~~~:~~:~:~:~:~:~:~:~:~J 
Sent: Friday, July 1, 2016 11 :55 AM 
To: Maki, Joe (DEQ) Wilson, Kristina (DEQ) 

r·-·-·-·-E·x:~·-s·~·-oeWileraifve._iirocess-·-·-·-·: 

'-·~1·?r·,~···•~•-·n~~-,.,~···~=~,~~=~:=·c~~c·~·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·' 

Humphrey, M'eTa-nie._(DEQf·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·' 

Subject: Latest: latest aerial imagery shows a clearly defined water flow not listed which is a 
source of water for wetlands, cedar swamp and what is listed a lower Boerner Creek. 
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Joe, 

My latest input; 

At this date its pretty obvious Aquia's permit application contains a bunch of cut and pastes of 
general information gleaned from federal and state sites that is both vague and incomplete. Very 
little actual science was preformed on this area specific to what Aquila should have done. The 
attached is latest aerial imagery of the site adjacent to Aquila's tailing's ponds. it is after an area 
now being sold to Aquila was clear cut of trees. This show a clearly defined water flow not listed 
which is a source of water for wetlands, cedar swamp and for lower Boerner Creek. 

It's not just in the water specific to the area in question do they cut and paste but on many critical 
points. In reading their most recent replies to the 197 questions the DEQ should deny the permit 
outright as their answers to questions should not be allowed simply to defer an answer to later 
date or to provide a pamphlet they had not hand in writing as to what a few "gold producers" 
write about how they should handle cyanide. How does that directly line-up with our area? It 
doesn't and they have expended no efforts in doing what is required. 

How many do-overs are they allowed? At what point is the DEQ actually writing their permit if 
they allow to have an infinite amount of information changed, with no basis in fact but simply 
having changing their answers based on the DEQ questioning their data? It reminds me of that 
game when you hide something and when asked "am I close", the reply is "you're getting 
warmer",. If played long enough we all know the outcome, you find the hidden object. But was 
the hidden object found or was it given to them in a series of directions? The process with that 
game, as it is here, appears to be if allowed enough wrong answers they will eventually move to 
the answer the DEQ finds acceptable 

Thank you, 
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··-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·· ! Ex. 5- Deliberative Process ! 
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